






alternatives to minimize potential conflicts. The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
(ACHP) recommended development of a Programmatic Agreement (PA) for the 
implementation level portion of this project, and they and the Oregon State Historic 
Preservation Office (OSHPO) have been actively consulting with the BLM regarding the 
proposed action and the PA. The PA is part of the selected alternative, and will be a required 
component of any communication site lease or right-of-way grant. The PA legally binds the BLM 
and BPA to complete and adhere to a mitigation plan that will mitigate any adverse effects to 
historic properties prior to the BLM issuing a Notice to Proceed and permitting any ground 
disturbing or construction activities under the proposed action. Pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800, 
OSHPO and the ACHP signed the PA as invited signatories, and the tribes were invited as 
concurring parties to the agreement. 

The BLM officially began external scoping on this project in July 2013 with publication in the 
Federal Register of a Notice of Intent to amend the Brothers/La Pine RMP. At that time, BLM 
also issued a media release and sent a scoping letter to 206 addresses, including private 
landowners, grazing permittees, right-of-way grant holders in the area, county governments, 
Oregon agencies (e.g., Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife), national agencies, congressional 
representatives, local and regional organizations (hunting, water, wildlife, et cetera), and 
individuals. 

In response to the scoping request, BLM received two comment letters: 

1. Oregon Wild: Minimize ecological, cultural, and scenic impacts, and impacts on 
other uses in the area. Consider the cumulative effects of the VRM amendment and 
potential future developments in the area. Determine the carrying capacity and 
adopt a maximum footprint for future development of all types of built 
infrastructure on Glass Buttes. Include a decommissioning plan to restore the sites 
when the technology becomes obsolete or is abandoned. Keep lines underground as 
much as possible, and minimize the adverse effects of roads and weeds. 

2. US Fish & Wildlife Service: Consider effects on sage-grouse from electromagnetic 
radiation from powerlines. Consider potential for sage-grouse and migratory bird 
collisions with towers. Prepare a mitigation and monitoring plan and an Avian 
Protection Plan. 

The Environmental Protection Agency sent an email during the scoping period saying it had no 
comments on the project. 

The BLM considered these scoping comments as it designed the alternatives in the EA. In many 
cases, scoping comments led to the incorporation of project design features into the proposed 
implementation level action in Alternative 2 (see Chapter 2). For example, Alternative 2 
includes reclamation of the site when/if it is abandoned, as suggested by Oregon Wild. 

The BLM published the Proposed RMP amendment/EA in August 2017 to its ePlanning website, 
and mailed it to those on the mailing list, initiating a 30-day public comment period on the 
implementation level actions, and a 30-day protest period on the planning level actions. The 
BLM also contacted the Oregon Governor to request a review for consistency with State policy. 
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During these opportunities, no protests of the planning level action were filed with the BLM, 
nor did the Governor respond with any concerns regarding consistency with State policy. 

Oregon Wild submitted the only comment letter on the implementation level actions 
considered in the EA. These comments and BLM's response regarding whether they resulted in 
changes to the EA are summarized below: 

1. Comment: Proposed mitigation includes spur road closure (which we support) and 
removal of conifers from 45 acres of sage grouse habitat. This sounds nice but 45 acres 
is a drop in the bucket. It would be better if the mitigation was putting the same effort 
into removing trees from a much larger area where juniper is just starting to encroach. 
We urge that juniper be felled, lopped and scattered by hand (not with heavy 
equipment), with trees left on-site, not removed. Response: The BLM developed the 
spur road closure and 45 acre conifer removal proposal in close coordination with 
ODFW and USFWS. The analysis in the EA (pages 33-45) shows this action would 
compensate for unavoidable adverse effects on wildlife from development of the 
communication site structures on four acres. Therefore, the BLM did not modify the EA 
to include an alternative with an expanded amount of conifer removal. 

2. Comment: The maintenance of the access road should be carefully designed to 
avoid/minimize erosion and off-site movement of sediment, weed seeds, et cetera. 
Gravel used for spot-graveling the road should be certified weed-free. Response: Design 
features regarding erosion control and weed free gravel are already included in the EA 
(see pages 9, 12, 13, 21, 24, et cetera). Therefore, the BLM did not modify the EA to 
address this comment. 

3. Comment: Tower design and lighting should avoid/minimize conflicts with birds and 
bats. Response: Alternative 2 in the EA includes stipulations to minimize tower impacts 
on birds and bats. For example, there would be no tower lights or guy wires (page 8 in 
the EA). Also, the wildlife design features (EA pages 13-14) require perch deterrents and 
other actions that would reduce impacts on sage-grouse and other wildlife. Therefore, 
the BLM did not modify the EA to address this comment. 

4. Comment: Will construction material be transported to the site using helicopters or 
roads? We are concerned that construction of BPA's 50 foot long concrete building will 
require too many trips on the very small road, not designed for that use. We do not 
want to see the road improved. Rather, the material may need to be flown in, or the 
building reduced in size. Response: The EA includes a number of actions to ensure road 
improvements have a minimal impact on resources (see EA pages 9, 12-16). Use of 
helicopters to transport materials would be unnecessary as well as technically and 
economically unfeasible; therefore, BLM did not modify the EA to include an alternative 
that considered this. 

Administrative remedies 

This decision constitutes my final decision and may be appealed to the Interior Board of Land 
Appeals, Office of the Secretary, in accordance with the regulations contained in 43 CFR, Part 4 
and Form 1842-1 (available with the EA and this decision on the BLM's ePlanning website). Your 
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notice of appeal must be filed in this office (3050 N.E. Third Street, Prineville, OR 97754) within 
30 days from receipt of this decision. The appellant has the burden of showing that the decision 
appealed from is in error. Any request for stay of this decision in accordance with 43 CFR 4.21 
must be filed with your appeal. A notice of appeal and/or request for stay electronically 
transmitted (e.g., email, facsimile, or social media) will not be accepted; a notice of appeal 
and/or request for stay must be on paper. 

H.F. "Chip" faG Field Manager 
Central Oregon Field Office 
Prineville District Bureau of Land Management 
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